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Remarks 

Claims 1-1 1 are currently pending in the patent application. For the reasons and 
arguments set forth below, Applicant respectfully submits that the claimed invention is 
allowable over the cited reference. 

The non- final Office Action dated April 20, 2007 indicated that claims 1-11 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over "Avoiding the Babbling-Idiot Failure in a Time- 
Triggered Communication System" by Temple (Temple) in view of "A Centralized 
Approach for Avoiding the Babbling-Idiot Failure in the Time-Triggered Architecture" by 
Bauer et al (Bauer). 

Applicant respectfully traverses the Section 103(a) rejection of claims 1-11 
because the cited combination does not correspond to the claimed invention which 
includes, for example, aspects directed to monitoring the activities of the communication 
nodes by the bus monitor. The Office Action appears to mischaracterize the Temple 
reference as teaching that each node has a bus guardian that monitors activity of its 
respective node. Rather, Applicant understands Temple to teach that the bus guardian grants 
access to the bus by asserting a bus-driver-enable-signal based upon a bus access schedule 
that is stored in the bus guardian. See, e.g., Section 3 and Section 3.2, paragraph 1. The 
bus-driver-enable-signal drives the bus isolation switch, which enables the node to transmit 
to the bus. Thus, Temple's bus guardian allows access to the bus at predetermined times 
based upon the bus access schedule; it does not monitor the activities of the node and 
deactivate the interface of the node when incompatible activity is detected as does the bus 
monitor of the claimed invention. The Office Action appears to be asserting that Temple's 
teachings related to disabling the bus guardian equate to deactivating the interface of a node. 
However, the transmission path of the node is already isolated from the bus when Temple 
disables the bus guardian in response to the transmission-in progress signal. See, e.g., 
Section 3.2, paragraph 4. Thus, Temple does not teach deactivating the node interface based 
upon activity observed as the node since the interface is already deactivated in the default 
state. Applicant notes that if one were to use a central bus guardian with Temple's system, 
disabling the bus guardian as taught by Temple would result in each node connected to this 
bus guardian being unable to transmit. 
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Moreover, Temple does not teach that the bus monitor synchronization takes place 
based upon activities observed at the interfaces. Temple teaches that the bus guardian is 
synchronized by an arm signal that is supplied to the bus guardian by the processing system 
of the node; as such the bus guardian does not take the method used to distribute time 
information and synchronize the clocks within the processing systems into account. For 
example, Temple states that "To participate in the global synchronization scheme the bus 
guardian would require one or more receivers to monitor the messages sent on the bus or 
buses, . . ., knowledge of the complete TDMA scheme, . . ., and knowledge of the 
communication protocol to disregard messages that receive negative acknowledgment." 
See, e.g., Section 3.3, paragraph 3. According to Temple, such an approach increases both 
complexity and cost. Thus, Temple teaches that the bus guardian does not have receivers to 
monitor the activities of the node. As such, Temple does not teach synchronizing the bus 
guardian based upon activities observed at the interfaces. 

Applicant further submits that modifying Temple's teachings (e.g., such that the 
bus guardian monitors the activity at the node interface or such that synchronization of the 
bus guardian takes place based upon activity observed at the interface) would undermine 
Temple's stated purpose of keeping the complexity of the bus guardian at a minimum. 
See, e.g., Section 3.3, paragraph 4. Pursuant to M.P.E.P. § 2143.01, a Section 103(a) 
rejection cannot stand where the asserted combination would undermine or defeat the 
purpose of the reference. See also In re Gordon, 733 F.2d 900 (Fed. Cir. 1984). 

In view of the above, the 103(a) rejection of claims 1-1 1 is improper and 
Applicant requests that it be withdrawn. 
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In view of the remarks above, Applicant believes that each of the rejections has 
been overcome and the application is in condition for allowance. Should there be any 
remaining issues that could be readily addressed over the telephone, the Examiner is 
asked to contact the agent overseeing the application file, Peter Zawilski, of NXP 
Corporation at (408) 474-9063. 

Please direct all correspondence to: 

Corporate Patent Counsel 
NXP Intellectual Property & Standards 
1 109 McKay Drive; Mail Stop SJ41 
San Jose, CA 95131 
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Robert J. Crawford 
Reg. No.: 32,122 
(NXPS.210PA) 
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